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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Examiner acknowledges Applicant's filing of an RCE on 30 March 2006. 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 9 and 13-24 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 1, 13, 17, and 24 are objected to because of the following informalities: in lines 
1-2 of each claim, the phrase "an air interface comprising a plurality of bursts, a method" should 
be "an air interface, a method". An "interface" is a structure through which signals pass while 
"bursts" are signals. Therefore, an "interface" cannot comprise "bursts". While Examiner 
suggests eliminating the "comprising a plurality of bursts" language from the claim, the claims 
could also be amended to recite "an air interface through which signals comprising a plurality of 
bursts pass, a method". Appropriate correction is required. 

4. Claim 15 is objected to because of the following informalities: the limitation found in 
lines 2-3 of the claim seems redundant in view of the limitations of claim 13, which claim 15 
depends upon. Examiner suggests changing "The method of claim 13 further comprising the 
steps of receiving a burst comprising payload and a synchronization field, wherein the 
synchronization field comprises a synchronization pattern" to "The method of claim 13, wherein 
receiving a burst comprising payload and a synchronization field fijrther comprises the steps of". 
Appropriate correction is required. 
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5. Claim 16 is objected to because of the following informalities: "the operating mode is the 
expectation" should be "the operating mode is based on the expectation". Appropriate correction 
is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 9 and 13-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

8. Claim 9 recites the limitation "the link control signaling" in line 1. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Although neither claim 9 nor claim 1, which 
claim 9 depends upon, recites the limitation "link control signaling," Examiner notes that claims 
3 and 4 do recite this limitation. As such. Examiner suggests making claim 9 depend from either 
claims 3 or 4. 

9. The term "substantially similar" in claims 13, 15, 17, and 22 is a relative term which 
renders the claim indefinite. The term "substantially" is not defined by the claim, the 
specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

10. Claim 15 requires selecting a single synchronization pattern ("selecting a target 
synchronization pattern"); comparing the received pattern against this selected pattern, and, if the 
patterns match, processing the packet according to the selected pattern; otherwise, discarding the 
burst. Claim 13, which claim 15 depends upon, requires "comparing the received 
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synchronization pattern against a first known synchronization pattern and a second known 
synchronization pattern" (emphasis added) and then processing the payload according to which 
known pattern matches the received pattern. Thus, claim 15 directly contradicts claim 13. 
Simply, in claim 13, the received pattern is compared against two known patterns whereas in 
claim 15 the received pattern is compared against only a single known pattern and the signal is 
dropped if no match is made with this single pattern. Examiner is unsure how claim 15 and claim 
13 can be reconciled. Therefore, Examiner suggests amending claim 15 to be an independent 
claim by taking the "receiving," "determining," and "identifying" steps from claim 13 (and any 
other non-conflicting limitations from claim 13) and adding them to claim 15. In addition. 
Examiner notes that this proposed amendment would render the objection to claim 15, seen 
above, moot. 

11. . Claim 1 8 recites the protocol ANSI. 102. B AAA. The use of a protocol in a claim renders 
the claim indefinite because the protocol can change over time. Because a protocol can change 
over time, any claims containing a protocol can also change over time thus rendering the claim 
indefinite. This indefiniteness can be overcome by specifically limiting the protocol cited in the 
claims to particular protocol at a point in time, such as ANSI. 102.BAAA(1 999). 

12. Claim 23 requires that if the indicator of the signaling field is not one of (a), (b), or (c), 
then it identifies a second type of information. However, claim 1, which claim 23 depends upon, 
requires that "an indicator ... is one of [(a), (b), and (c)]." Thus, claim 1 limits the indicator to 
only (a), (b), or (c) while claim 23 adds an additional possibility - it identifies a second type of 
information. The only suggestions that Examiner has is to either amend claim 1 to include the 
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limitations of claim 23 or to delete claim 23 where Examiner notes that claim 24 covers the 
limitations of claim 23. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smith et al. 
(USPN 6,714,557) in view of Oliver (USPN 6,292,484) in further view of Cantoni et al. (USPN 
RE37,494). 

15. Regarding claim 24, Smith discloses in a wireless communication system with an air 
interface comprising a plurality of bursts (col. 1, Unes 31-33), a method comprising the step of 
defining a plurality of bursts, wherein each burst (time slot) comprises a field (overhead) 
embedded within the burst (col. 2, lines 52-col. 3, line 13); and wherein the field is one taken 
fi-om the group of a synchronization field (preamble) and a signaling field (other fields in 
overhead) (col. 2, lines. 52-col. 3, line 13) wherein the claim only requires that each burst have at 
least one field and that this one field be a synchronization field or a signaling field such that the 
"field" in one burst need only be a preamble or a signaling field; and wherein, when the field is a 
synchronization field, defining a position of at least one subsequent burst comprising the 
signaUng field (col. 5, lines 16-21); 

Smith does not expressly disclose that, when the field is a synchronization field, defining 
a position of at least one subsequent burst comprising the synchronization field; however, Smith 
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does disclose that the synchronization field can be eliminated for a predetermined number of 
slots (col. 4, line 48-col. 5, line 7). Oliver teaches, in a TDMA communication system, using an 
offset to indicate the position of a subsequent embedded field (col. 3, lines 40-62) in order to 
allow the receiver to correctly ascertain the positions of fields in the data stream (col. 4, lines 22- 
30). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to define a position of at least one subsequent burst comprising the synchronization 
field in order to allow the receiver to correctly ascertain the position of the synchronization field 
when the synchronization field has been eliminated for a predetermined number of slots. 

Smith in view of Oliver does not expressly disclose that, when the field is a signaling 
field, defining an indicator in a framing portion of the signaling field to identify that payload in 
the burst is taken from a group of (a) begins a new packet, (b) completes a packet, and (c) does 
not begin or complete a packet. Cantoni discloses, in a TDMA communication system, defining 
an indicator to identify that payload in the burst is taken from a group of (a) begins a new packet, 
(b) completes a packet, or (c) does not being or complete a packet (col. 3, lines 65-66 and col. 4, 
line 59-cq1. 5, line 9) in order to allow a packet that is larger than the size of the time slot to be 
transmitted and correctly received (col. 1, lines 53-60 and col. 2, Unes 40-50). Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to define, when 
the field is a signaling field, an indicator in a framing portion of the signaling field to identify 
that payload in the burst is taken from a group of (a) begins a new packet, (b) completes a 
packet, and (c) does not being or complete a packet in order to allow a packet that is larger than 
the size of the time slot to be transmitted and correctly received, where the information, is 
"framing information" such that it is in a "fi-aming portion of the signaling field." 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

16. Claims 1-5 and 10 are allowed. The prior art does not disclose or fairly suggest having 
the field be a synchronization field in a first burst in a superfi-ame and the field be a signaling 
field in the remaining bursts in the superfi-ame. 

17. Claims 9 and 23 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 
U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. The prior art does not disclose or fairly 
suggest haying the field be a synchronization field in a first burst in a superframe and the field be 
a signaling field in the remaining bursts in the superframe, 

18. Claims 13-22 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. The prior art does not 
disclose or fairly suggest signaling a mode for the system using a unique synchronization pattern. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications fi*om the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel J: Ryman whose telephone number is (571)272-3 152. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on (571)272-3155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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